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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments, filed 4/9/2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

2. Applicant argues that the Examiner asserts that the 34 along with 42 and 44 
performs the dynamic allocation are also hardware devices, but submits that any 
software has to be implemented in hardware. However, the hardware devices cited by 
the Examiner are devices used for implementing the software. 

In response, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

As applicant points out, any software has to be implemented in hardware . Then 
the devices cited by the Examiner used for implementing the software are hardware 
devices . 

3. Applicant argues that the N-selected-one device of the claimed invention is not 
an equivalent of the module of Svacek. Further, the N-selected-one device of claim 6 
has N inputs and an output and each of the N inputs can be selected to be in 
communication with the output. In contrast, the module of Svacek at best appears to be 
merely a module inserted in the slot without any information concerning its input or 
output being disclosed. 

In response, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

As seen in Fig. 3, Slots 1 to N are N inputs and the out put of X-connect is an 
output , clearly described. 
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4. Applicant argues that AB is not equivalent to the "number of parallel bits to each 
slot" of Svacek based on paragraphs [0012] and [0032] of Svacek. 

In response, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

The paragraph [0032], lines 5-12 states "A system comprised of eight (8) 
personality modules #1-8 each requiring ten (10) parallel bits of bandwidth for a total of 
eighty (80) parallel bits, can utilize all of the personality modules, even if only 40 parallel 
bits can be supported at one time". In addition, the bandwidth in [0028], line 7 of 
Svacek is N*AB as claimed. N*AB could be equal or less than B. 

5. Applicant argues that the main control module in claim 6 allocates the bandwidth 
to the slots indirectly through controlling the N-selected-one devices which are 
connected between the main control module and the slots. However, there is no 
equivalent of the N-selected-one devices disclosed in Svacek. The bandwidth of Svacek 
is directly allocated to the slots by running the program. 

In response, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

Claims do not have the language of functional details regarding the directly or 
indirectly connection between the main control module and the slots. 

6. New limitation recited in claim 9 raises new issues and requires further search 
and consideration. 
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